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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
    Research consistently shows that western women are not only less supportive of 
wars than men, but the anti-war, anti-violence stance is among the most marked of 
gender differences – especially when such issues are salient. Moreover, a substantial 
number of studies show women to be more caring than men about the well-being of 
the human race.  This paper uses the 2001 Australian Election Study (AES) to test the 
degree to which these findings gel with what occurred in the Australian national 
election on 10th November.  It also focuses on the influence of media consumption as 
an explanatory factor. 
    The Traditional five-week campaign was dominated by two extraordinary 
occurrences: the ‘war against terrorism’, for which Australia was amongst the first 
American allies to offer military support; and the arrival of boat loads of (mostly 
middle-eastern) asylum seekers that began several weeks before the election date was 
announced . Both of Australia’s two major political ‘parties’ – the Liberal-National 
Coalition and the Australian Labor Party -- supported involvement in the ‘war against 
terrorism’ and both took a strong stance against asylum seekers. 
    In the main this paper finds these political policy decisions did not alienate women.  
Contrary to conventional wisdom, relatively few women (and equal to the proportion 
of men) expressed concern about Australia’s support for the ‘fight against terrorism’.  
There was also substantial support for, and little difference in male-female attitudes 
about turning asylum seekers back. However, a traditional gender gap emerged on the 
question of Australia’s provision of actual military assistance for the war.  Even so, a 
majority of men and women supported the decision, and the gender gap in attitude 
was absorbed in the uncommitted category rather than being a matter of disagreement 
with the decision to send Australian troops. The media’s extensive coverage – which 
frequently kept other campaign issues out of the headlines—appears to have 
contributed to these unusual findings.  
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Male-Female Differences and Media Consumption in Australia’s Wartime 
Election of 2001 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Australia was the first ally in the “war against terrorism” to hold national elections.  
The election date was announced on Friday, October 5th, 2001 – just two days before 
the United States’ first attack in Afghanistan.  Voters went to the polls -- a 
compulsory activity in Australia – five weeks later, on November 10th.  Campaigning 
and voting thus took place in the immediate aftermath of the terrorist attack in the 
United States on September 11th, and amidst the initial stages of the retaliation attacks 
in Afghanistan.  Despite lagging in the polls at the beginning of the year, the 
Liberal/National Coalition government was returned to power with the biggest swing 
to an incumbent government since 1966. 
 
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
 
According to conventional wisdom, women are less supportive of wars than men.  
More notably, their anti-war, anti-violence stance is among the most marked of 
gender differences (e.g. Abzug and Kelber 1984; Harrop and Miller 1987: 205; 
Lamare 1989; Pomper 1975). The environment in which the Australian 2001 federal 
election was conducted thus created a situation which could be expected to produce 
markedly different political attitudes and behaviours between men and women.  But, 
apart from the foreign policy issue of terrorism and the war which was so 
unexpectedly thrust onto the campaign agenda, there were at least three other unusual 
aspects to this election.  First, on the home front, the arrival in Australian waters of 
boat loads of asylum seekers that began several weeks before the election date was 
announced (indeed, before the September 11 attack in the US), and continued 
throughout the five-week election campaign, became a major foreign policy issue.  
Under some circumstances, and given that women traditionally have been portrayed 
as more compassionate than men, the plight of asylum seekers might be expected to 
attract sympathy from Australian women. However, almost inevitably, terrorism and 
the “boat people” became linked, with politicians and media suggesting at least some 
of the boat people – most of whom came from Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran -- might 
have terrorist links. Second, both events received saturation coverage in the media, 
with journalists themselves acknowledging that the unplanned “khaki” element of the 
election was driving other election issues out of the news headlines for much of the 
campaign (Willcox 2001; The Bulletin, 16th and 23rd October 2001).  Third, both 
major parties – the Australian Labor Party and the Liberal/National Party Coalition – 
were, in a rare show of unity, at one on these two issues: both supported the war and 
both took a strong stance against the landing of asylum seekers. 
 
To date in Australia, women continue to be less likely than men to vote Labor in 
federal elections, albeit that the difference is very small (McAllister and Bean 1997; 
Renfrow and Gow 1999). In the context of the war issue and asylum seekers being 
prominently featured in the media during the 2001 campaign, and with the effectively 
bi-partisan stance on the issues, this paper aims to ascertain two things from this 
extraordinary election: the extent of male-female differences in political behaviour 
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and relevant attitudes; and whether there is evidence that the media may have 
influenced those attitudes.   
 
The first element of this study – the gender gap – has become an established part of 
American elections, and has attracted increasing attention over the past two decades 
in other western democracies.  But researchers frequently point to a need for 
comparisons over time and place to learn more about this phenomenon (e.g. Lamare 
1989; Norris 2000). The second element -- media effects on political attitudes and 
behaviours -- has been the subject of scholarly attention since early last century. This 
two-pronged study, by relating both themes, therefore will help provide further insight 
into these important aspects of social science research. 
 
WOMEN, COMPASSION AND WAR 
 
Due to their biological make-up and socialization experiences, women are thought to 
be more caring and concerned about the overall plight of the human race.  Their 
traditional pacifism has often been seen as an expression of motherly concern for the 
survival of their children (Abzug and Kelber 1984; Bacchi 1986; Conover 1988; 
Greenstein 1965, Lamare 1989), an instinct that extends beyond immediate family 
and includes people in need, even outside their own country (Togeby 1994: 388).  
Since the 1950s, studies in the United States, Britain and other parts of Europe have 
shown deep divisions between men and women in their opinions on war and peace.  
Not only have women been more anti-war, but also less in favour of using force, less 
in favour of other non-pacific foreign policy tactics, less pro-defence, and – for 
American women during the Cold War – more in favour of reducing tensions with the 
Soviet Union.  Such contrasts in attitudes have been shown to dwarf the small gender 
differences in electoral behaviour itself (Abzug and Kelber 1984;  Norris 1985;  
Sapiro and Conover 1997; Sears and Huddy 1990; Shapiro and Mahajan 1986; Verba 
1990).   
 
A New Zealand study took the “pacific women” notion further and found age 
combined with gender had a dramatic impact: younger women were “substantially 
more pacific than their older male compatriots” (Lamare 1989: 285).  Lamare 
reasoned that older voters (born before the end of World War II), had lived through 
economic depression and intense military conflict, and therefore would be more likely 
to emphasise the importance of stability and preparedness to ensure economic order 
and world peace.  Younger women, on the other hand, having had substantial 
exposure to the feminist movement, may be more likely to be imbued with a women-
centred perspective – “a set of interrelated values that encompass a general 
humanitarian concern, a spirit of cooperation and a pacific outlook toward 
international affairs” (Lamare 1989: 286).  Although gender-based differences in 
opinion are rarely manifested by way of vote (Norris 1986 and 2000; Togeby 1994), 
Lamare’s New Zealand study also found attitudinal differences did affect voting 
intentions. 
 
There is, however, countering evidence to the view that women are always more anti-
war and pacific than men. Togeby asserts three system factors influence the gender 
gap in foreign policy attitudes and its impact on political behaviour. The first is 
salience, with strong gender-based differences in attitudes being present only in 
societies, and at times, when foreign policy plays a major role in the political process 
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– a situation that occurred in the Australian 2001 election.  Second, considerable 
impact on elections occurs only when women are relatively leftist or feminist and 
possess many social and political resources – an aspect not immediately obvious in 
Australia.  Third – and worth particular attention in the context of the 2001 election -- 
the voting gap seems to be affected by available political alternatives.  In a two-party 
system, if the parties do not differ significantly, differences in foreign policy attitudes 
will not lead to a gender gap in voting, even when there is high salience and high 
mobilisation (Togeby 1994).   
 
MEDIA INFLUENCE ON POITICAL ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOUR 
 
Theories and accounts of media influence on political attitudes and behaviour have 
come almost full circle, from the 1920s notion that the mass media was all-powerful 
(the “hypodermic” effect), through the doctrine of minimal effects, to the 
contemporary agenda-setting approach which posits that the media has a great deal of 
influence on politics and opinions of mass publics1.   Dearing and Rogers (1996) 
listed as many as 350 publications about the agenda-setting effect, most of the studies 
finding a positive association between the amount of media coverage of an issue and 
the development of a place on the public agenda for that issue (e.g., McCombs and 
Shaw 1972: 180).  Recent Australian studies however, have not so strongly supported 
overseas findings.  Hayes and Makkai found that the mass media had a significant 
impact on political attitudes and voting behaviour in the 1990 Australian national 
election, but this was specifically restricted to men (1996).  Another study of the same 
election campaign supported a ‘modest impact’ thesis, with media reports being 
significant, but only as one of a number of secondary determinants on how people 
vote, the primary one being partisan influence (Forrest and Marks 1999: 99).   
 
While ‘agenda-setting’ is the principal phenomenon of  media influence, bringing 
particular issues to the attention of the audience at the expense of others, the two main 
channels of this are ‘priming’ and ‘framing’ (Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Iyengar 1991; 
Scheufele 2000). The concept of framing relates to the way the media describes a 
situation, and this in turn is believed to influence how the audience interprets or feels 
about it.  Priming relates to what the audience does: because the mass media makes 
some issues more salient than others, these issues become readily accessible in 
memory and the public is therefore ‘primed’ to evaluate politicians and policies on the 
basis of those issues and on leaders’ apparent success in dealing with them 
(Heatherington 1996; Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Johnston 1990: 337; Zaller 1992).  
Iyengar and Kinder found weak priming effects for issues that were generally high in 
salience for voters (e.g. unemployment), but strong priming effects on other issues 
(1987).  However, the priming effect has been shown to be strong with intensive 
coverage of out-of-the-ordinary issues.  Iyengar and Simon found the media made 
foreign policy issues more salient during intensive Gulf War coverage, and those 
issues tended to override other issues as influences on assessment of presidential 
performance (1993).  Moreover, Zaller noted that when a persuasive message 
saturates, or nearly saturates a population, even politically aware people are markedly 
less able to resist persuasive communication that is inconsistent with their basic 
values (Zaller 1992: 148). This suggests, for example, that even if women were 
intrinsically anti-war they may be persuaded otherwise if they were constantly 
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confronted with media messages conveying more unpalatable consequences of not 
going to war. 
 
THE MEDIA AND THE 2001 ELECTION CAMPAIGN  
 
Although the media covered domestic issues (such as health, education and taxes) 
before and during the campaign, throughout the year there was a focus on unusual, 
and therefore newsworthy, foreign affairs issues.  On several occasions prior to the 
official election campaign, the arrival of boatloads of asylum seekers and illegal 
immigrants into Australian waters featured in news headlines.  Television pictures of 
riots inside detention centres where most of these immigrants subsequently were 
placed provided particularly memorable images.  Those paying attention to these 
news stories read and heard terms such as “illegals”, “queue jumpers”, “sovereignty” 
and “border protection” (Sydney Morning Herald 5.11.01, ‘The Wages of Spin’).  The 
“boat people” issue ultimately attracted international media attention as well as 
saturation coverage in Australia on August 27th when the Howard government for the 
first time turned back a boat loaded with mostly Afghani asylum seekers. Although 
Labor Opposition leader, Kim Beazley, supported the government’s stance, 
understandably, it was the Prime Minister who held the media limelight (ABC TV 
Four Corner “Fear and Polling”, 5.11.01).   
 
It was only two weeks later that the terrorist strikes in America became virtually the 
sole focus of international media attention.  In the following weeks, television in 
particular relentlessly showed the graphic pictures of the World Trade Centre towers 
collapsing – an image that continued to be shown in Australia once the war in 
Afghanistan was under way.  Australian newspapers too, for weeks after the event, 
devoted considerable space – including colour lift-outs and wrap-arounds -- to 
pictures and analysis of the issue and stories of the hunt for Osama bin Laden. In 
addition, two of the internationally accepted key news values, “the unusual” and 
“proximity” ensured the arrival of still more boat loads of asylum seekers were also 
headline news Australia-wide throughout the campaign:  boat-loads of unknown 
people arriving in Australia from the part of the world that Osama bin Laden was 
located “localised” the terrorism story, bringing the fear of the unknown closer to 
home.  To off-set the “fear” emotion, some journalists believed that the drowning of 
356 asylum seekers off the coast of Indonesia en-route to Australia half-way through 
the election campaign would “humanise” the boat people and generate public 
sympathy (ABC TV “Media Dimensions” interviews 29.10.02).  However, the two 
major political party leaders, through the media, were presenting a counter-view. 
Examples include: 
 
“We have a proven record of welcoming people from 140 different nations but  
we will decide who comes to this country, and the circumstances in which they 
come!” 
            (Howard’s campaign launch speech 25.10.01. Italics indicate his strong 
vocal emphasis to the word, “we”). 
 
“We’ve always taken the hardline view that those who come to this country 
should do so in an orderly fashion, including those who come as a result of 
horrible situations in their own country…. We are a compassionate party.  I 
don’t think this is at variance with it.” 
 7
 (Beazley.  Four Corners TV program interview, 31.10.01)     
 
Pictures and interviews with “caretaker” Prime Minister Howard featured him in 
leadership rolls with a distinctly foreign affairs focus: in Washington during the 
September 11 attacks; in China with US President Bush for a summit meeting with 
Asian and Pacific Rim leaders in which terrorism was a major topic; announcing 
Australia’s deployment of troops to the war against terrorism; farewelling Australian 
peace-keeping troops to East Timor; farewelling troops to Afghanistan.  Although 
Labor’s Kim Beazley was also pictured farewelling the troops, it was effectively a 
“me too” image on foreign policy issues, he and his party instead concentrating on a 
domestic issues agenda.  This included frequent use of visual back-drops and lectern 
logos featuring the words “jobs”, “health” and “education”.  
 
QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES    
 
In the context of this campaign several questions and hypotheses present themselves. 
 
First, with respect to the vote: international wars are one of a handful of things 
believed to have the capacity to transform the normal basis of support for major 
parties, producing a “deviating” election (Norris and Evans 1999: 10-15). Therefore, 
if the attitudes of a particular group of voters were in sharp conflict with the policies 
of the major party they normally voted for (e.g. a strong anti-war stance by women 
who are usually Labor or Coalition voters) they may withdraw their vote and cast it 
with a minor party whose stance coincided with their own. In this instance two parties 
– the Greens and the Australian Democrats -- provided this alternative should women 
decide to transfer their allegiance, with the Democrats leader being a high profile 
female.  But potentially there were several shifts in gender gap2 dynamics in this 
election.  For example, men – being traditionally more supportive of wars – might 
move from Labor to the Coalition on the basis that continuity of government, and a 
leader who had already been making decisions on the issue, was preferable in a time 
of international “crisis”.  Or, women may have prioritised Labor’s focal issues of 
education and health as most important for them in this election, and therefore stayed 
with, or moved to, Labor. This leads to the question:   
  
Test 1 (the vote):  Did Australian women’s anti-Labor voting gender gap remain 
in the 2001 election? 
 
Second, with Prime Minister John Howard so visible in leadership roles (but 
principally in the context of war and his tough stance on asylum seekers), and Labor 
opposition leader, Kim Beazley, focussing more on domestic issues (including health 
and education which are traditionally issues of importance for women): 
 
Test 2 (Leader evaluations): How were the Liberal and Labor leaders  
perceived by men and women, and were there gender differences in opinions? 
 
Third, past research suggests women would be antagonistic towards the decisions to 
support the war and turn away asylum seekers fleeing war-torn countries.  However, 
several factors may well have led to women’s mothering and nurturing instincts, that 
are thought to at least partially underpin their anti-war and compassionate 
dispositions, to be more protective of people near and dear to them than to concern 
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themselves with war in a country on the other side of the world, or with refugees from 
there. These include: the lasting impressions left by the continued saturation coverage 
of New York’s twin towers crumbling; the repeated reminders that terrorist attacks 
not only could happen, but were likely to happen anywhere and anytime; new stories 
during the campaign of anthrax scares (at home and abroad) and the likelihood of 
terrorists resorting to biological warfare. This paper therefore contends that:   
 
Test 3 (the “khaki” attitudes): Women and men will not differ in their attitude to the 
war against terrorism or the asylum seekers, with both sexes supporting the war and 
the stance against asylum seekers.  Further, this will apply regardless of age. 
 
In addition, if an agenda-setting effect is applicable, given the extensive and sustained 
media coverage of the war against terrorism and the asylum-seeker issue, it follows 
that: 
 
Tests 4- 6 (Media influence on attitudes and behaviours):  
 
(4) Both men and women will place a high level of importance on 
the war and on asylum seekers when considering their vote 
decisions; 
 
It can be argued with respect to Test 4 that even if a voter had paid no attention 
whatsoever to the media – highly unlikely in the case of the US terrorists’ incidents – 
they are very likely to have heard or been involved in conversations that were a direct 
result of media coverage.  
 
(5) Increases (or decreases) in attention paid to media should produce 
evidence of corresponding patterns in attitudes (i.e., positive or negative) about those 
policy issues; 
 
And, given Zaller’s assertion that when a persuasive message saturates, or nearly 
saturates, a population, people are markedly less able to resist the message even if it is 
inconsistent with their basic values (1992: 148) (i.e., even if women are usually more 
anti-war and more compassionate than men, the extensive coverage of the pro-war 
and anti-asylum seekers stance will mean): 
 
(6) These patterns will not differ between men and women.  
 
  
DATA AND METHOD 
 
This paper will analyse data from the 2001 Australian Election Study (AES2001) 
(Bean et al 2002) to answer the questions and test the hypotheses outlined above.  The 
AES comprises a mailed-out questionnaire, and is an Australian analogue of the US 
National Election Study.  It is a stratified random sample survey of eligible voters 
drawn from the electoral roll.  It is compulsory for all Australian citizens to be on the 
electoral roll.  The sampling technique therefore leads to a particularly efficient and 
accurate means of analysing Australian’s opinions and behaviour.   The study is one 
of a series that have been conducted to coincide with each of the six federal elections 
since 1987.  The number of cases in AES2001 is 2010, a response rate of 
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approximately 55%.  Typically the survey matches known population parameters 
closely, thus rendering it representative of the population from which it is drawn. 
 
The analyses will consist of cross-tabs, means and a variant of Paul Lazarsfeld’s 
elaboration model, (i.e., the multi-variate analysis of cross-tabs), to explain the 
phenomena and detail the relationships to be explored in the paper.   
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
 
Test 1 – The Vote  
 
Table 1 sets out the distribution of men’s and women’s votes in national elections 
according to their responses in the Australian Election Surveys from 1987 to 2001.  
 
 
Table 1.  Vote by Sex (Australian federal elections 1987 – 2001) 
 
Party 1987 1990 1993 1996 1998 2001 
 M 
(%) 
 
W 
(%) 
M 
(%) 
W 
(%) 
M 
(%) 
W 
(%) 
M 
(%) 
W 
(%) 
M 
(%) 
W 
(%) 
M 
(%) 
W 
(%) 
Coalition 42 43 43 43 43 49 51 52 41 44 47 44 
ALP 53 49 42 40 50 44 39 34 42 39 36 37 
Democrats   4  7  11   14   4  3  5  8  5 6  4  7 
Others/ 
None 
  2   1   4   3 4 4   6 6 12 11 13 12 
Total 100
* 
100 100 100 100* 100 100
* 
100 100 100 100 100 
(N) 855 919 959 1010 1411 1467 837 894 894 901 874 986 
* all percentages rounded.  M = men; W = women.  Data sources: Australian Election Studies 1987 – 2001. 
 
 
Two points are notable about the 2001 election. First, there is no overt evidence of a 
female anti-war vote. The Coalition and Labor, both of whom supported the war, 
received approximately the same proportion of women’s votes as in the previous 
election in 1998. Second, the anti-Labor gender gap has disappeared for the first time 
in the six elections the AES surveys have been conducted (36% of men and 37% of 
women voted for the Australian Labor Party in 2001).  The disappearance of the gap 
is largely due to men moving -- from Labor to the Coalition (comparing 2001 with 
1998) -- with a smaller proportion of men reporting a Labor vote than in any of the 
other AES surveys.  For the first time, women were slightly less likely than men to 
vote for the Coalition (reading across the Coalition row – 47% of men and 44% of 
women voted Coalition in 2001).  On the other hand, the Australian Democrats – a 
party often perceived to pick up a ‘protest’ vote, and which on this occasion 
campaigned against automatic support of the war and against automatic blocking of 
asylum seekers -- were slightly more likely to attract women’s votes than men’s ( 4% 
of men and 7% of women reported they voted for the Democrats).  However, the 
Democrats’ vote was very similar to other elections and it would be expected that a 
much higher proportion of women would have voted for them (or other parties such as 
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the Greens) if they wished to register a protest against the war and asylum seekers 
stance of the major parties. 
 
Test 2 – Leader Evaluations 
 
The 2001 AES asked several questions about leaders.  Three will provide suitable 
indicators to help answer the question posed in Test 2: how the two major party 
leaders were perceived by men and women within the context of this paper’s focus, 
and whether men and women differed in their opinions.   
 
Party leader best represents views 
 
One of the survey questions asked, “Which party leader represents your views best”? 
The results show incumbent Prime Minister Howard was considerably more favoured, 
and there was negligible difference between the sexes in their opinions on any of the 
leaders.  Thirty-six per cent of men and 37% of women nominated Howard, and 22% 
of men and 23% of women nominated Labor’s leader, Kim Beazley.  Relatively small 
percentages nominated other leaders.  Notably, 19% of both men and women – that is, 
almost as many as those who said Beazley, and more than half as many who said 
Howard -- said no leader represented their views well.  These results suggest that the 
features that distinguish between leaders in terms of representing voters’ views are not 
gender-relevant.  Neither the policies and views that the respective leaders focussed 
on nor the effectiveness of leaders in articulating their policies have divided men and 
women. 
  
Compassion and leadership qualities 
 
In a separate question, respondents were given a list of eight attributes and asked to 
rate each leader on each attribute.  Taking into consideration only those relevant to 
this paper’s focus, the most favoured leader depended on the particular attribute. 
Using a scale ranging from ‘1’ for (“extremely well”) to ‘4’, (“not well at all”)3, both 
men and women were more likely to rate Beazley high on compassion than they were 
Howard.  Men’s mean response for Beazley was 2.08 and women’s 2.09; for Howard, 
men’s was 2.50 and women’s 2.53 (2 is “quite well” and 3, “not too well”).  Howard’s 
more prominent image of the tough stance on the war and boat people issues may 
have resulted in his less compassionate rating than Beazley’s.  But regardless of the 
reasons, again it did not result in different evaluations between men and women.  Of 
the eight leadership attributes in the question, the biggest difference between men and 
women for either of the two major party leaders was in the evaluation of Howard’s 
“strong leadership” qualities.  The mean rating of Howard from men was 2.02 and for 
women it was a less positive 2.11; Beazley’s rating was somewhat lower at 2.59 for 
men and 2.58 for women. Clearly men and women were more impressed with 
Howard’s leadership skills than Beazley’s.  This result resonates with the image 
portrayed in the media during the campaign, and suggests media ‘priming’ and 
‘framing’ may have occurred.  That is, the media made terrorism and asylum seekers 
salient, and voters judged the Prime Minister on his apparent skills in dealing with 
those issues.  Further, since Howard, by nature of the photo opportunities provided for 
the media as well as his constant references to “leadership”, “certainty” and “making 
tough decisions”, was framed as not just a leader, but the leader at the time.  But aside 
from the Howard-Beazley difference, this time there was a gender difference in 
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Howard’s rating.  One possible explanation for women not rating Howard as high on 
leadership skills as men may be that women perceived the issues for which Howard 
was being seen as the strong leader as less salient for them than men did (i.e., there 
were weaker priming effects for women because those issues were not as salient as 
other issues).  However this explanation is contrary to Iyengar and Kinder’s assertion 
that priming is weaker when issues are highly salient (1987: 72; Scheufele 2000: 306).       
 
Affective leader evaluations 
 
A traditional “feelings thermometer” question also was put:  “Using a scale from 0 to 
10, please show how much you like or dislike the party leaders.  Again, if you don’t 
know much about them, you should give them a rating of 5” (bold type in original 
questionnaire).  All six party leaders were listed (Labor, Liberal, National and the 
minor parties – Australian Democrats, Greens and Pauline Hanson’s One Nation).  In 
contrast to the question on which leader best represented voters’ views, both men and 
women tended to rate Beazley more highly than Howard – and more highly than any 
other leader, with women’s mean rating for Beazley being highest of all.  On a scale 
of 0 (strongly dislike) to 10 (strongly like), mean ratings for Beazley were 5.70 for 
men and 5.78 for women.  For Howard, the ratings were 5.65 for men and 5.48 for 
women. On this occasion, when an overtly emotive (or affective) response was 
sought, gender differences are evident – particularly for Howard, whose focus on 
“strong leadership” during the campaign may have led women to consider him to be 
more forceful and thus less likeable .  
 
Test 3 – the “Khaki” Attitudes 
 
Four questions on the AES 2002 survey provide data to help test the several aspects of 
Hypothesis 3: that women and men will not differ in their attitude to the war against 
terrorism; nor will they differ in their attitude towards asylum seekers; both sexes will 
support the war; both sexes will support the stance against asylum seekers; and, these 
results will apply regardless of age. 
 
Do we support the war? 
 
Table 2.  Australia’s support for the fight against terrorism x Sex 
 
 Men  
(%) 
Women 
 (%) 
 
Gone much too far/too far 
 
13 
 
13 
 
About right 
 
61 
 
66 
 
Not gone far enough/not nearly far enough  
 
26 
 
21 
 
(N) 
Column % 
 
(912) 
100 
 
(1020) 
100 
 
Data Source: AES 2001.  Percentages rounded. 
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One question tapping attitudes to the war against terrorism asks respondents to say 
whether they think ‘Australia’s support for the fight against terrorism’ has: ‘Gone 
much too far’; ‘Gone too far’; is ‘About right’; has ‘Not gone far enough’; ‘Not gone 
nearly far enough’?  Table 2 sets out the results. 
 
To a large extent, they support the ‘war’ component of the hypothesis.  But to the 
extent that they do not support it, paradoxically, they also oppose previous research 
on gender differences in attitudes to war.  As hypothesised, the majority of both men 
and women reported satisfaction with the support Australia was providing (Table 2).  
However, rather than their being no gender difference as hypothesised, and rather than 
women being more anti-war than men as previous research would suggest, women 
were slightly more likely to be satisfied with Australia’s support than men (61% of 
men and 66% of women responding that it was “about right”).  At face value, the 
finding that women were less likely than men to take a distinctly pro-war stance by 
stating that Australia had not gone far enough in the fight (a total of 26% of men and 
21% of women responded “not far enough” or “not nearly far enough”), accords with 
other research.  However, this represents a sizeable proportion -- almost one-quarter -- 
of female respondents.  This lends support to the rationale underpinning the 
hypothesis: i.e., if women act on mothering and nurturing instincts, they may be more 
inclined to first want to protect their own rather than give primary consideration to 
citizens of another nation on the other side of the world – ergo, they would find 
fighting terrorism preferable to becoming victims of it.  In this instance it appears that 
whatever the reasons, women were at least equally as keen as men to ensure fighting 
was a measure to combat terrorism.  Further, a much smaller percentage of women – 
and equal to that of men – responded that support had gone too far (total of 13% 
saying “too far” or “much too far”). A strong anti-war stance among women would 
normally produce a higher proportion than this. 
 
Table 3 sets out responses to the same question, but this time according to sex and age 
group.  Introducing age4 as a control variable had a small effect.  As the hypothesis 
posits, the majority of voters, regardless of sex and age group, supported the fight 
against terrorism (around 60% to 70% responding “about right”). However, younger 
women (those born post WWII) were more likely than older women, or men of either 
age group, to say that the support was “about right” (see Table 3).  Not only is this 
finding contrary to the hypothesis that age combined with sex will not generate 
differences in opinion, but also it is contrary to Lamare’s finding that young New 
Zealand women were more strongly opposed to war than other age and sex groups 
(1989). Insofar as the younger age group were more likely to say support had gone too 
far these results paralleled Lamare’s research.  But even then, younger men were 
equally as likely to express that view (a total of 15% of younger men and younger 
women said Australia’s support had gone too far or much too far, compared to 12% of 
older women and 10% of older men.      
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Table 3.  Attitudes to Australia’s support for the war by sex (controlling for age) 
 
Australia’s 
support for 
fight against 
terrorism 
 
Men (%) 
 
Women (%) 
 18 – 54 year 
olds 
55 and over 18 – 54 year 
olds 
55 and over 
Gone much too 
far/too far 
 
15 
 
10 
 
15 
 
12 
About right 62 59 67 65 
Not gone far 
enough/not 
nearly far 
enough 
 
23 
 
30 
 
18 
 
24 
 
(N) 
Column % 
 
 
(513) 
100 
 
(332) 
100 
 
(651) 
100 
 
(347) 
100 
 
Data source: AES 2001.  Percentages rounded 
 
 
And shall we send our troops? 
 
A second question also provides data suitable to test this hypothesis:  (Question F5.  
Australia should provide military assistance for the war on terrorism:  Strongly 
agree; agree; neither agree nor disagree; disagree; strongly disagree).  Table 4 sets 
out the results.  
 
Table 4.  Australia should provide military assistance for the war on terrorism X 
sex. 
 
 Men (%) 
 
Women (%) 
Strongly Agree/Agree 74 64 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 15 22 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree 12 13 
 
(N) 
Total % 
 
(916) 
100 
 
(1018) 
100 
 
Data source: AES 2001.  Percentages rounded. 
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As can be seen, when the question specifically referred to Australia’s provision of 
military assistance for the war – rather than just general support -- a majority of men 
and women still agreed to Australia’s involvement, in this respect supporting the 
hypothesis.  However, as Table 4 illustrates, contrary to the hypothesis, there is a 
noticeable gender gap.  This gap is in the direction consistent with previous research, 
with women being less likely than men to agree to military involvement (particularly 
at the “strongly agree” level – 24% of men and 17% of women were in that category).  
Nevertheless, a total of only 13% of women (and 12% of men) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed that Australian defence forces should take part in the war.  One implication 
of this is that, in the minds of women, the apparent potential ubiquity of terrorism and 
its consequent fatalities outweighs the potential for Australian fatalities as a result of 
the war. 
 
 
Attitudes about asylum seekers 
 
The other two questions relevant to this hypothesis relate to the asylum seekers.  The 
first asks for responses to the statement that asylum seekers coming to Australia are 
mostly political refugees fleeing persecution in their homeland.  If there exists a 
strong public opinion that the boat people are potential terrorists – or were not 
genuine asylum seekers as they claimed to be -- a high percentage of disagreement 
with the statement could be expected.  Table 5 sets out the results. 
 
 
Table 5.  Asylum seekers are political refugees fleeing persecution X Sex 
 
 
 Men 
(%) 
Women 
(%) 
Strongly Agree/Agree 35 38 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 33 35 
Disagree/Strongly Disagree 32 28 
 
(N) 
% 
 
(912) 
100 
 
(1014) 
100 
 
 
 
Note:  Data source Australian Election Study 2001.  Percentages rounded.  
 
As can be seen, men were roughly evenly divided between the ‘disagreement’, 
‘agreement’ and ‘neither agree nor disagree’ options.  However, although there was 
only a relatively small gender gap in the responses, women were slightly more likely 
to express the compassionate view than men (reading across the rows in Table 5), and 
more likely to take the compassionate position than other options (reading down the 
column headed “women” in Table 5).  This accords with the substantially large 
proportion of political gender gap literature.  Moreover, these results do not indicate 
an overly hostile public opinion about the asylum seekers’ plight.  As elaborated upon 
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in the question below, this result is not necessarily in conflict with the hypothesis or 
its underpinning rationale.  
 
 
Table 6.  Asylum seekers should be turned back X Sex 
 
 
 Men  
(%) 
 
Women  
(%) 
Strongly agree/Agree 63 61 
Neither agree nor Disagree 16 20 
Disagree/Strongly disagree 21 19 
 
(N) 
Total % 
 
(918) 
100 
 
(1027) 
100 
 
Note:  Data source Australian Election Study 2001.  Percentages rounded. 
 
The other question specifically relates to the stance taken by the government and 
opposition:  (Question E4.   All boats carrying asylum seekers should be turned back: 
Strongly agree; agree; neither agree nor disagree; disagree; strongly disagree).  As 
Table 6 shows, notwithstanding the views about the political refugee status of the 
asylum seekers, almost two-thirds of men and women either “agreed” or “strongly 
agreed” that they should be turned back (a total of 63% of men and 61% of women). 
The biggest proportion of men and women strongly agreed that they should be turned 
back – with women being only marginally less likely to do so.  This result supports 
the hypothesis.  One implication is that the circumstances leading to the asylum 
seekers arrival in Australia are not relevant to the majority of the public, be that 
because of antagonism to queue jumpers or fear of terrorists being amongst them – 
and both of these views were proffered in media coverage of this issue.   
 
 
Tests 4 – 6  -- Media influence on attitudes and behaviours 
 
 
(Test 4) Importance of the khaki issues to voters 
 
Turning next to the question of media influence during the 2001 election campaign.  
The first of these three hypotheses postulates that both men and women will place a 
high level of importance on the war and asylum seekers when making their vote 
decisions (Test 4). Question D1 on the AES asks: Here is a list of important issues 
that were discussed during the election campaign.  When you were deciding about 
how to vote, how important was each of these issues to you personally? (bold print as 
per the survey questionnaire).  The survey then lists twelve issues including “Refugees 
and asylum seekers”, “Terrorism” and “Defence and national security”. 
Respondents were given three answer choices for each issue: “1 - Extremely 
important”, “2 - Quite important” and “3 - Not very important”.  These responses 
have been re-coded from ‘2’ to ‘4’ where the lowest value (2) represents the lowest 
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level of importance (i.e., “not very important”), 3 is “quite important” and the highest 
value (4) represents the highest level of importance (i.e., “extremely”).  
 
Figure 1.   
 
  
 
Figure 1 depicts a graphical representation of the re-coded responses.  As can be seen, 
the results support the hypothesis, with men and women rating all issues as being 
important (the mean value for each issue was above the level of ‘3’).  Notably, men 
and women differed in the level of importance they attached to the issues.  Women 
attached significantly more importance than men to asylum seekers and terrorism and, 
though not statistically significant, also to ‘defence and national security’ 5. 
 
However, despite the saturation coverage of the New York and Washington terrorism 
incidents, the anthrax scares at home and abroad, and the war against terrorism – both 
before and during the election campaign – and extensive coverage of the asylum 
seekers, this did not appear to influence voters’ priorities in the campaign.  When 
asked which of the same 12 listed issues was the most important to them and their 
family in the election campaign, only 3% of men and 6% of women said terrorism.  
Women were most likely to nominate education (20%), and health (17%), both of 
which were focal points in Labor’s campaign policies and which the party claimed 
were being overshadowed by “the fog of war” (Beazley conceding defeat on election 
night 10.11.02).  The highest proportion of men (21%) nominated taxation, while 15% 
of them nominated health and 14%, education.  Refugees and asylum seekers was 
rated as the most important issue by 13% of both men and women (the fourth highest 
proportion in each case).  Even when asked to nominate their second most important 
issue, only 5% of both men and women nominated terrorism.  Domestic issues of 
health and education again drew the biggest proportion of responses from both men 
"Khaki" issue by Sex
(Mean values)
2=Not very important; 3 = quite; 4 = extremely important
ISSSUE
TerrorismDefenceRefugees
H
ow
 Im
po
rta
nt
3.5
3.4
3.3
3.2
MEN
WOMEN
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and women.  These results show that while constant media headlines may raise the 
salience of issues in voters’ minds, other factors are more influential in determining 
voters’ priorities.    
 
 
(Tests 5 and 6) Media and men’s and women’s attitudes to asylum seekers 
 
The AES series includes standard questions on the amount of attention respondents 
paid to each news medium during the campaign6. 
 
Looking first at media influence on voters’ opinions about asylum seekers: Around 
one-third of men positioned themselves in each of the “agreement”, “disagreement” or 
“neither agree nor disagree” categories on the question that ‘Most of those people 
seeking asylum in Australia are political refugees fleeing persecution in their 
homeland’, regardless of how much attention they paid to election campaign reports 
in newspapers or on television. This suggests there was no media ‘framing’ effect on 
men for this issue.  There was however, some evidence that the media (newspapers 
and television) may have influenced women’s attitudes on this issue – but more in the 
sense of helping them develop opinions, rather than framing the issue in such a way as 
to create mass ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ opinions.  Table 7 sets out the details. 
 
 
Table 7.  Asylum seekers coming to Australia are fleeing persecution X  Women’s 
media consumption of election campaign news  
 
  Women’s attention to Newspapers and 
Television  
Asylum 
seekers are 
fleeing 
persecution 
 None 
 
 
% 
Not 
Much 
 
% 
Some 
 
 
% 
A good 
Deal 
 
% 
  
Strongly 
disagree/Disagree 
  % within n’papers 
  % within TV 
 
 
 
29 
27 
 
 
 
 
25 
25 
 
 
 
28 
27 
 
 
 
 
33 
33 
 Neither agree nor 
disagree 
  % w’in n’papers 
   % within TV  
 
 
38 
38 
 
 
41 
39 
 
 
31 
34 
 
 
25 
28 
 Strongly 
Agree/Agree 
  % w’in n’papers 
  % within TV 
 
 
 
33 
35 
 
 
34 
36 
 
 
42 
39 
 
 
42 
40 
 (N) within n’papers 
(N) within TV 
 
% within n’papers 
% within TV 
(162) 
(88) 
 
100 
100 
(335) 
(238) 
 
100 
100 
(371) 
(397) 
 
100 
100 
(141) 
(228) 
 
100 
100 
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(Note:  All percentages rounded. Data source Australian Election Study 2001) 
 
As can be seen, for those women who paid any attention at all to election coverage in 
those two media (i.e., disregarding the “none” columns, and then reading across the 
rows under each of the other three columns), they were more likely to express either 
agreement or disagreement as their media consumption increased, and less likely to 
take an uncommitted stance (“neither agree nor disagree”).  Thus, media consumption 
appears only to have influenced their likelihood of taking an attitudinal stance, but not 
the actual stance they took. 
 
 
Media influence re: sending boat people back 
 
On the issue of sending asylum seekers back, some patterns emerged for both men 
and women with respect to links between media consumption and attitudes.  Amongst 
newspaper readers, avid followers of campaign stories – both men and women -- were 
much less likely than their less interested counterparts to agree with the decision to 
send asylum seekers back.  They were also less likely to take the middle ground 
stance of “neither agree nor disagree” and more likely than those who paid little 
attention to newspaper coverage to disagree with the stance7.  It is important to note 
however, that the majority of readers agreed that they should be sent back, no matter 
how much attention they paid to newspapers.  For television viewers the picture is 
less clear.  For men, as was the case for newspapers, increases in attention to 
television was linked with a decrease in likelihood of men agreeing that asylum 
seekers should be turned back and conversely, to increased likelihood that they would 
disagree with the stance (67% of men in the “not much” TV category, 63% in “some” 
and 59% in the “a good deal” agreed with the policy, whereas 17%, 21% and 28% of 
men in those respective categories were against the decision).  Yet the amount of 
television coverage women paid attention to made virtually no difference to their 
propensity to agree with turning back the asylum seekers.  The majority of women 
approved of the decision (66% of those who claimed to have watched no coverage 
whatsoever, 58% who reported watching “not much”, 62% of the group who said 
“some” and 61% of those saying they watched “a good deal”).  In the lead up to the 
election, news coverage of this issue included visuals which conceivably could 
generate responses of antagonism towards asylum seekers and other coverage which 
could elicit feelings of compassion.  On the negative side, the pictures included 
rioting in detention centres and also pictures of adults who had jumped overboard 
from detained vessels and, more sensationally, of children who had allegedly been 
thrown overboard by adults in an attempt to “blackmail” the government into letting 
them land in Australia.  Yet, other vision feasibly could have been expected to attract 
a sympathetic response, especially from women:  graphic illustrations of grief-
stricken relatives and friends of adults and children who had drowned when a vessel 
carrying smuggled asylum seekers sank. On the other hand, this latter situation 
generated rowdy protests by some Australian supporters of the asylum seekers and, if 
anything, such television footage may simply have added to an overall negative 
impression women may have been responding to when forming their opinions.  
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Media influence re:  attitudes on fight against terrorism 
 
Finally, looking at media influence on voters’ attitudes towards terrorism.  The 
majority of men and women approved of Australia’s support for the fight against 
terrorism regardless of how much attention they paid to any of the media.  However, 
some interesting patterns emerged.  The results revealed no links between men’s 
attention to television and their attitudes towards Australia’s support for the fight 
against terrorism.  However men were slightly more likely to say Australia’s support 
had “gone too far” as newspaper consumption increased (6% of those who paid no 
attention to newspapers, 7% of those who paid not much attention, 8% of those who 
paid some and 13% who said they paid a good deal of attention), and slightly less 
likely to say the support was “about right” (62% who had paid “not much’ attention, 
61% who paid “some” and 54% who paid “a good deal” of attention to newspapers). 
Similarly, for women who paid any attention at all to the media, increases in 
newspaper consumption were more likely to elicit a “gone too far” or “gone much too 
far” response.  However, the pattern was reversed for women who watched television:  
increased levels of attention were more likely to draw the response that Australia’s 
support had not gone far enough, and less likely to elicit a response of “gone much 
too far”8.  This suggests that television is having some influence on some women in a 
way which counters the conventionally expected anti-war attitudes.  One possible 
explanation is that women actively reading newspaper articles may be forming 
cognitive responses – within the framework of their traditional values -- to issues they 
deem important.  The more life-like visual and aural characteristics of television, on 
the other hand, may generate more emotive responses.  This gels with the rationale 
underpinning Test 3, that the graphic and constantly re-played visuals of the terrorist 
attacks in America may have generated a fear far outweighing usual attitudes about 
war. 
  
When the question of provision of military assistance was put, the results show 
television may have played some role in increasing the likelihood of men and women 
agreeing with Australia’s military involvement. Increased amounts of television 
attention increased the likelihood of men and women agreeing with Australia’s 
military participation9.  Newspapers tended to have the opposite effect for men, and 
this was also partly true for women. Men were less likely to agree with sending 
Australia’s military and, conversely, more likely to disagree with it if they had paid “a 
good deal” of attention to newspapers than if they had paid less attention10. For 
women, no pattern was evident amongst newspaper consumers who agreed with 
participation, other than that the majority of women were in favour of the decision 
regardless of how much attention they paid to newspaper coverage of the campaign.  
However, of the much smaller percentage who disagreed with military involvement, 
the likelihood of that attitude was substantially increased at the highest level of 
newspaper consumption (a total of 11% of those who had taken little notice of 
newspaper coverage, 12% who had paid some attention and 22% of those who paid a 
good deal of attention either disagreed or strongly disagreed with Australia’s military 
participation). 
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CONCLUSION 
 
This paper considered gender differences in vote and attitudes in Australia’s 
‘wartime’ election.  The highly unusual nature of the election has given rise to some 
unexpected outcomes, and the media appears to have played a role in this. 
 
First, in contrast to other research, women’s voting pattern was unaffected by 
Australia’s commitment to the war and by the country’s stance against asylum 
seekers.  In the absence of qualitative data, there are at least three obvious possible 
explanations.  One is that contemporary Australian women are not prone to globally 
protective instincts but rather to protecting their own patch.  Another is that the horror 
of what they repeatedly witnessed – the indelible image of the twin towers collapsing 
and killing around 3000 people – may have generated a strong desire for justice, and 
they were convinced that war would deliver that.  Supporting the stance against 
people claiming to be asylum seekers (but with unknown backgrounds) goes hand in 
glove with this.  A third explanation is that although the issues were – as shown by the 
results – clearly important to women, they ultimately played at best a secondary role 
in their vote decisions. 
 
Second, for the first time in the past six elections (i.e., since regular election survey 
data became available), there was no female anti-Labor gender gap.  Half way 
through the election campaign, several media stories speculated that women moved 
back to Labor (after earlier polls showed they had moved to the Coalition) when 
Labor focussed less on its “me-too” image in relation to the war and asylum seekers, 
and instead focussed on domestic issues such as health and education which were of 
more interest to women.  However, in an aggregate sense, Labor did not gain votes 
from women.  Instead, men moved from Labor to the Coalition.   The virtually 
identical stances of the two parties on foreign policy did not alienate women.  Rather, 
Howard’s more prominent leadership role on these issues may have attracted men, 
thereby eliminating Labor’s gender gap.  Given the findings that women strongly 
supported the war and sending asylum seekers back, Labor may well have lost a 
substantial proportion of their female support had they opposed the government’s 
stance on these issues. 
 
Third, aside from voting behaviour, women’s supportive attitude towards sending 
asylum seekers back, and especially for Australia’s military participation in the war, 
flies in the face of most gender gap research.  Although, as has traditionally been the 
case, they were less in favour of those two positions than men, the gender differences 
were not substantial.  Moreover, the fact that women were more supportive than men 
of the general notion of support for the war emphasises the unusual results emanating 
from this campaign.   
 
Paradoxically, these findings that so clearly counter much of the previous gender gap 
research, strengthen support for theories of media influence.  On the surface, the 
findings gel with two relatively recent studies:  Iyengar and Simon’s assertion (1993) 
that priming effects are strong with intensive coverage of out-of-the-ordinary issues 
(e.g. the Gulf War); and, assuming Australian women are usually more pacific than 
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men, the 2001 situation may be further evidence that people are less able to resist 
persuasive communication that is inconsistent with their basic values when a 
persuasive message saturates a population (Zaller 1992: 148).   
 
The results of the analysis of media influence nonetheless, are somewhat mixed, and 
provide the basis for further research.  For example, although the majority of men and 
women supported the major parties’ stances on the war against terrorism (including 
sending military forces) and asylum seekers, increased attention to newspapers 
appeared to be influential in women’s propensity to take the more traditionally 
expected stances: effectively, not supporting war, not wanting to send troops, not 
wanting to send asylum seekers away.  Interestingly, this applied to men too.  It is 
difficult to know from this study whether women’s values were being reinforced by 
what they were reading – or for that matter, whether men’s were being changed.  
Television was a different matter again.  Increased viewing for men seemed to have 
no effect on their general attitude towards the war on terrorism, but to increase their 
likelihood of wanting to send military and to reduce their support for sending asylum 
seekers away.  On the other hand, there appeared to be no link between the amount of 
attention women paid to television and their opinions about returning asylum seekers.  
But  – uncharacteristically – increased television viewing increased women’s desire to 
send Australian military forces to the war and their likelihood of saying Australia was 
not doing enough to support the war.  These findings conflict with the Hayes and 
Makkai study of the 1990 Australian election which found mass media impact on 
political attitudes was restricted to men.   Further research may help to unravel the 
effects of priming and framing – especially for out of the ordinary issues -- and, in 
particular, may shed light on how and why these effects differ for men and women.  
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1 For an historical perspective on the theories and accounts of media influence, see Trent and 
Freidenberg 1995, especially pages 96 – 116. 
2 The term ‘gender gap’, when referring to vote in this paper, refers to the proportion of men voting for 
the Australian Labor Party (ALP or Labor) minus the proportion of women doing so. 
3 Question C2: Here is a list of words and phrases people use to describe party leaders.  Thinking first 
about John Howard, in your opinion how well does each of these describe him – extremely well, quite 
well, not too well or not well at all? Intelligent; Compassionate; Sensible; Provides strong leadership; 
Honest; Knowledgeable; Inspiring; Trustworthy. 1 = Extremely well; 2 = Quite well; 3 = Not too well; 
4 = Not well at all.  Question C3: Now thinking about Kim Beazley, in your opinion how well does 
each of these describe him – extremely well, quite well, not too well or not well at all? (and so on for 
each leader).  Bold type in original questionnaire. 
4 When age is used as a control variable the groupings are divided into 18 to 54 year-olds and 55 and 
over.  This roughly parallels Lamare’s divisions of those born before the end of World War 11 and 
those born after.  This is to address the potential influence of the war and depression on older voters’ 
attitudes on the one hand, and on the other hand, potential feminist influences on the younger group 
who would have been teenagers or young adults in the resurgence of the women’s movement of the 
’60s or spent their entire lives surrounded by those influences. 
5 Refugees and asylum seekers: Men’s mean 3.29; Women 3.40 (sig. = .001).  Terrorism: Men’s mean 
3.28; Women 3.39 (sig. = .003).  Defence and national security: Men’s mean 3.38; Women 3.43 (sig. = 
.142).   
6 Question A2: How much attention did you pay to reports about the election campaign in the 
newspapers – a good deal, some, not much or none at all?  A3: Did you follow the election campaign 
on television – a good deal, some, not much or none at all? 
7 MALE newspaper readers and attitudes re turning asylum seekers back: 64% of those who paid “not 
much” attention to coverage, 62% of those paying “some” and 50% of those paying “a good deal” 
either agreed or strongly agreed with sending them back; whereas 19% of the “not much” group, 21% 
of the “some” attention group and 38% of the “a good deal” group either disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the stance.  For WOMEN readers: 65%, 56% and 55% of the “not much”, “some” and 
“a good deal” groups respectively, strongly agreed or agreed with turning them back; 14%, 23% and 
31% of those respective groups disagreed or strongly disagreed.   
8 For newspapers: 3% of women with “not much” attention to papers, 4% paying some and 5% paying 
a good deal said Australia’s support for the fight against terrorism had “gone much too far”; 7% of the 
“not much” group, 9% of “some” and 15% of “a good deal” said Australia’s support had “gone too 
far”. For TV the pattern was in the opposite direction: 5% of women who watched “not much” 
television, 4% who watched “some” and 3% who watched “a good deal” said support had “gone much 
too far”; 11% of women who watched “not much”, 11% who watched “some” and 13% who watched 
“a good deal” said support had “not gone far enough”. 
9 For men Television viewers: 65% of those who watched “not much”,  75% who watched “some” and 
76% who watched “a good deal” either strongly agreed or agreed with sending the military. For 
women: 57% who watched little television, 69% who watched "some" and 72% who watched “a good 
deal” – and only 44% who watched none – either strongly agreed or agreed with Australia’s military 
involvement in the war. 
10 Men’s attention to newspapers: 76% of those who had read “not much” and the same proportion who 
had read “some” newspaper coverage of the campaign, and 68% of those who had read “a good deal” 
either strongly agreed or agreed with the decision to send Australia’s military forces to the war; 9% of  
those who read “not much” or “some” coverage, and 18% of those who read “a good deal” disagreed or 
strongly disagreed with the decision. 
